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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 04-7071

JOHN B. RUFFI N,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

WARDEN MCGARRI TTY, G eenville State Prison;
WARDEN M LLARD, Geenville State Prison
(O ficial/lndividual Capacity); WARDEN DAVI S,
Geenville State Prison (Oficial/lndividual
capacity); WARDEN TRENT, Geenville State
Prison (O ficial/lndividual Capacity); UNT
MANACER EVERETTE, G eenville State Prison
(Officiall/lndividual Capacity); RUFUS
FLEM NGS, Warden, Regional Director, State
Gi evance (O ficial/lndividual Capacity);
LI EUTENANT TI NSLEY, Internal Affairs, Virginia
State Departnent of Corrections; OFFICER
AUTRY, Inmate Hearing Oficer, Geenville
State Prison (O ficial/lndividual Capacity);
OFFI CER TI LLERY, Gi evance Coor di nat or

(O ficial/lndividual Capacity); DOCTOR
LAYBOURNE, Greensville Correctional
(O ficial/lndividual Capacity); DOCTOR

BRADLEY, Geensville Correctional (Oficiall/
| ndi vi dual Capacity),

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at NorfolKk. Raynmond A. Jackson, District
Judge. (CA-04-266-2)

Submi tt ed: November 19, 2004 Deci ded: Decenmber 1, 2004




Bef ore WLKINSON, WLLIAVS, and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

John B. Ruffin, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

John B. Ruffin appeals the district court order
dismssing all of his 42 U S. C. 8§ 1983 (2000) cl ains, except that
he was held in segregation w thout due process, for failure to
exhaust . Ruffin further appeals the district court order
di smissing his 8§ 1983 claimthat he was hel d i n segregati on w t hout
due process as frivolous under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915A(b)(1) (2000). we
have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion and find
no reversible error. W note that even if Ruffin's claimthat he
was deni ed access to his |legal nmaterials was exhausted, it is also
frivol ous under 8 1915A(b)(1) because he failed to denonstrate
injury or prejudice caused by his inability to obtain those

material s. See Lewis v. Casey, 518 U. S. 343, 351 (1996). e

di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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